War, and the role of parliaments as forums for the public discussion of this field, too, was strengthened as a result of these demands.
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However, even in the recent past, foreign affairs have been considered to be too sensitive or difficult to be subjected to parliamentary debate. Foreign policy calls for expertise and seems to be a field that is best left to highly trained experts -the elite civil servants who represent the foreign ministries -and these have not welcomed the involvement of ordinary, less educated and less well-informed members of parliament in detailed foreign policy discussions -let alone in making decisions about diplomatic matters. Thus foreign policy has rather been seen as a field to be determined by heads of state, leading ministers and foreign ministries, whose decisions need only afterwards be scrutinised by representative institutions.
Nor have the representative institutions themselves usually been very interested in the details of relations with foreign powers -except in cases of public controversy or the personal voluntary or institutional involvement of individual MPs in particular questions.
In this special issue, we argue that the possibilities for members of parliament to participate in foreign policy debates has tended to increase gradually in Britain and several other countries since the First World War. Governments have, often in response to interaction with MPs and as part of a wider process of democratisation, started to inform parliaments about their foreign policy activities, and the role of the parliaments has consequently strengthened. Opportunities for parliament to discuss foreign policy issues have existed in Britain since the 18th century, and parliamentary questions were used occasionally in the long 19th-century and, as we shall show, were effectively employed in the interwar and postSecond-World-War periods. The increasing distribution of information, which was also initiated by governments themselves, can be seen as a measure aimed at strengthening the legitimacy of decision-making by allowing parliaments to discuss foreign policy issues as part of a broader public debate, something that has been generally recognised as essential for a functioning parliamentary democracy. Parliament provides a forum through which the government can communicate with a wider public and create support for its policies -rather than one where those policies would actually be formulated. This regulated 4 parliamentarisation of foreign policy in Western parliamentary democracies is linked to the diversification of the media in the course of the 20th century: the printed and electronic media are able to provide increasingly up-to-date information on events and diverse views on foreign policy issues, so governments consider it necessary to provide parliaments and the general public with corresponding updated information and to allow public and related parliamentary debates to at least seemingly contribute to the solution of foreign policy questions.
Parliaments can rarely 'solve' foreign policy conflicts, but they do provide a forum in which adopted policies can be scrutinised and alternatives presented. They also provide a forum for seeking compromise and consensus, which have traditionally been highly esteemed values, especially in the field of national foreign policy. Parliaments have been, at least in the domestic politics of most countries in most periods, successful institutions for the control of governments by the representatives of the people and the solving of internal conflicts by peaceful means, relying on pro et contra debate rather than the use of coercion. The suitability of parliaments for solving international conflicts is, however, far from clear given their essentially national(ist) character. On the other hand, attempts to solve international conflicts call for the legitimation of the use of power by the national executive or intergovernmental organisations, and in parliamentary democracies such legitimation primarily takes place through representation and parliamentary debate.
As a consequence, foreign policy debates have become more open and more challenging for foreign-policy-makers than has traditionally been the case. The studies in this issue suggest that national foreign policies have tended to gradually become more parliamentarised. This could be seen concretely when the British parliament overrode the government in August 2013 over the use of force in the Syrian Civil War. This parliamentarisation process has not been a linear one, however, and historians need to analyse whether, how and why such a gradual process has taken place and what the potential implications and remaining limitations on such a parliamentarisation of foreign policy are. parliaments to discuss the national policy to be followed in these organisations as well as the policy lines that the organisations at large should adopt. A central question for both parliamentary government at the level of nation states and the prospects for international organisations such as the European Union is whether foreign policy can be parliamentarised at a supra-and transnational level in addition to the national one. The gradually strengthening role of the European Parliament as a foreign-policy-making body has further changed the ways in which the relationship between parliaments and foreign policy is understood. The implications of international organisations for parliaments and foreign policy are also addressed in this issue, with reference to both the interwar era and contemporary history.
New Approaches to Parliamentary History
The contextualised case studies of this volume demonstrate the complexity of the foreign policy involvement of the British parliament in the 20th century. The general opinion among researchers has been that parliaments play a minor and limited role in foreign affairs. parliamentary government as such provides some procedural means for involvement in foreign policy debate; (iv) the ability of parliamentarians to act in several national forums simultaneously has created possibilities for broader participation in the discussion of foreign policy; and (v) since the early 20th century the environment of parliament has gradually become more international (and potentially transnational), and this has tended to strengthen the constitutional role of parliaments in national foreign policy as well.
The Evolving Constitutional Roles of Parliaments in Foreign Policy in the Early 20th Century
Since the late 18th century at least, parliamentary debates have had the potential to open up some foreign policy phenomena to public discussion and in that sense to 'democratise' foreign policy. Foreign policy was occasionally debated in the British parliament in century the creation of the committee system and adaptation to European integration. 12 The articles in this issue suggest that the parliamentarisation of foreign policy has recently intensified. foreign policy which they wanted to discuss and influence. Parliament was able to 'seize the moment' in a highly important issue, which gradually gave it access to foreign affairs. 22 Even if the government remained constitutionally dominant in foreign affairs, parliamentarians were able to challenge that status by making use of the dynamic relationship between parliament and the executive, demanding information from the government and seeking further information from the media and through personal contacts. Roitto shows how this constitutional control was exerted by both opposition and government MPs using oral questions and adjournment debates. This happened in spite of the fact that there is evidence that information was deliberately withheld from parliament. During the briefing for the adjournment debate of 30 October 1945 on atomic energy, the cabinet office prepared a memorandum in which there was a section titled 'Notes on points to be avoided', i.e. in the Commons debate. 23 Roitto also shows how the deliberate exploitation of parliamentary pressure in bilateral negotiations to persuade a foreign power to make concessions took place The creation of the committee system was related to the accountability of the executive to parliament. In a way, one can say that the parliamentarisation of foreign policy progressed as the modes of accountability were increased. However, the impact of the committees is hard to assess. Crispin Poyser, for instance, has pointed out the limited influence of the foreign affairs committee, partly because it has hardly any legislative power. 24 
Links between Parliament and Civil Society
In addition to the constitutional relations between parliament and the executive, the relation of parliament to civil society at large, especially nongovernmental organisations and the media, abroad -that has come increasingly difficult in the world of the 2010s.
A National Parliament and International Organisations
Parliamentary involvement in foreign policy has also become more complicated since the 
Conclusion and Ways Forward
While the case studies in this special issue, often connected to particular crises, all support our initial hypothesis that the foreign policy role of the British parliament has tended to increase in the course of the 20th and early 21st centuries, this does not mean that foreign policy has become parliamentarised once and for all. The development should rather be seen as a further to discuss foreign policy at the national level and even to conduct foreign policy at the supraand transnational levels, it has in the British case led to increasingly determined calls to reinforce the sovereignty of the national parliament in foreign policy issues.
Future research on the role of parliament in foreign policy might benefit from the extension of inter-and transnational comparative analyses between different national forums.
According to Pasi Ihalainen and Kari Palonen, 36 parliamentary debates constitute unique sources for the comparative study of political cultures from a conceptual history perspective, and this comparability also pertains to most of the other sources used here. National parliaments can be studied as a common European political institution controlling governments and the administration, the sovereignty of which has become increasingly challenged at the national level by media debates and at the international level by supra-and transnational politics. 37 Another possibility for future research consists in an extended analysis of parliamentary discourse on foreign policy as part of a multi-sited (sometimes transnational) policy discourse. 38 Such research strategies could further strengthen the comparative and multi-sited (transnational) aspects of foreign policy research.
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